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Abstract: Through the design of soundscape installations for three historical museum
buildings, we explore how sonic placemaking may be used to reveal intangible cultural
heritage. We build on Harrison and Dourish’s distinction between space and place, and
Jordan Lacey’s definition of sonic placemaking to understand soundscape design as a
process of creating places that support sensory connection between the museum
guest and museum space, hereby enabling new experiences. We apply design space
thinking as the approach to systematize and explore how distinct design choices affect
the intended sonic placemaking. Through an interdisciplinary approach that spans
interaction design and sound studies, we investigate how the design space is explored
through a series of design activities addressing sonic placemaking. Hereby, we identify
three design aspects unique to sonic placemaking: Types of Sound, Listening Attention
and Spatiality of Listening.
Keywords: sonic placemaking; design space; cultural heritage communication; place and
space

1. Introduction
When designing, we predominantly work with visual and tangible aspects, whereas the audible often plays only a secondary role, and is typically added to a design at the end of the process, for instance, as interface feedback. This article is based on the development of soundscapes for three cultural history museums in Denmark, which was conducted over a oneyear period by a team of historians, researchers, sound designers, sound engineers, and interaction designers from our interaction design lab CAVI (Halskov, 2011). In our project,
sound has the primary role, as it is used to evoke intangible cultural heritage. Moreover, the
project offers an alternative to thinking of sound as a linear medium, treating it as 3D composition that demands methods that address the design as a spatial composition, which ultimately affects how museum guests experience, listen to, and interact with the space,
thereby creating a sense of place. The final installations consist of setups of 24 speakers
placed throughout each of the historical buildings. The soundscape design contributes to
convey life once lived in the buildings.
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Building on Jordan Lacey’s work (2016a; 2016b; 2020) we understand the design process as a
sonic placemaking process, as it reflects a conscious arrangement of sonic elements, which
establishes a sense of place hereby supporting various activities and ways of listening.
Soundscape design as a sonic placemaking process speaks to the contemporary interest in
transforming museums from object repositories to experience spaces, for instance, through
use of sound (Giaccardi & Palen, 2008; Bubaris, 2014; Voegelin, 2014; Kannenberg, 2016).
The three exhibitions are parts of historical buildings and convey life as it once was in these
buildings. Each of the three museums seeks to curate their historical buildings with minimal
signage and display cases, to support an authentic experience of stepping into another
historical time. Buchholtz House (Struer Museum) was the home of the Danish author,
Johannes Buchholtz, and tells the story of his life in this house (Figure 1). The Farmhouse
(Open air museum, Herning) tells the story of a family of knitters on the moors of Jutland in
the 1850s (Figure 2). The Skanderborg Bunkers (Museum Skanderborg), is a German WW2
communication bunker in the forest of Skanderborg (Figure 3).
The museums describe their historical buildings as authentic spaces, in the sense that museum guests enter a historical building and see the original objects and interiors once used
by historical figures. The museums intend to recreate the sounds of the past in order to provide the museum visitors with an authentic experience.
For the design team to better grasp the museums’ understanding of authenticity, the museums explained that they adhere to Hampp and Schwan’s (2014) definition of authenticity as
being something that is not inherent in objects, but instead comes to life through specific interactions between people and material things. Thus, it is not enough to understand the
buildings as a space (interior, objects), we also need to understand how it is used as a place.

Figure 1. Buchholtz House: The dining room on first floor
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Figure 2. Herning Open-air Museum: The main house

Figure 3. The Skanderborg Bunkers: The communication room

Through this article we contribute to the understanding of the design of soundscapes for historical buildings as a sonic placemaking process that both sustains and renews the communication of cultural heritage. Our work builds on prior space and place research, and as a specific research contribution we propose design space thinking (Halskov & Lundqvist, 2021), as
a systematic way of identifying and understanding how design choices can be used to afford
sonic placemaking in different ways. Thus, the approach enables us to navigate the interdisciplinary field of designing site-specific soundscapes.
The paper is organized in the following way. We begin with a short introduction to our definition of sonic placemaking, building on prior space and place theory and soundscape theory. Next, we introduce our design space thinking approach, supported by the Design Space
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Tool. The subsequent, main part of this article is a design report showing the different stages
of the process of creating soundscapes for the three museums and how the Design Space
Tool supported the design process.

2. Sonic placemaking
Placemaking indicates that we are making, designing and transforming places. According to
Harrison & Dourish’s (1996) distinction between space and place, space is defined as a physical three-dimensional structure and the physical organization of our environment. Place is
defined as our cultural and social understanding of behavior in space. The relationship between space and place may be stated as “a space is always what it is, but a place is how it’s
used” (Harrison & Dourish, 1996: 69).
The term soundscape is a sonic pendant to the visual landscape, and has its roots in acoustic
ecology. It was first introduced as part of The World Soundscape Project by R. Murray
Schafer (1977) who defined it as any portion of a sonic environment regarded as a field of
study. This original definition has since then been subjected to critique, mainly for having
anti-urbanist tendencies that favored ‘natural’ and human sounds, while categorizing for instance city-soundscapes as noisy lo-fi environments. Thus, there was a need for new definitions of soundscape for it to be applied as an approach within urban and public contexts. As
the field of sound studies has evolved into a broad and interdisciplinary field (Pinch &
Bijsterveld, 2012; Sterne, 2012; Bull, 2019; Bull & Cobussen, 2020) the term ‘soundscape’
has therefore broadened. In 2014 ISO (International Organization for Standardization) defined soundscape as “acoustic environment as perceived or experienced and/or understood
by a person or people, in context” (ISO 12913-1, 2014). Hereby, the term soundscape has
shifted its focus from ‘the sounds of a space’ towards sensory experiences of places through
sound. Thus, by building upon Harrison and Dourish’s (1996) distinction of space and place,
we can consider the acoustic environment as space, while the soundscape can be considered
the perception and experience of space. Thus, we consider the design of soundscapes as a
process of sonic placemaking.
Building on Ronald Lee Fleming’s (2007) notion of placemaking, Jordan Lacey (2016a) defines
sonic placemaking as localized sonic interventions that aims at creating a sense of place by
interconnecting communities and urban space. Lacey (2016a) argues that sonic placemaking
can support a sensory connection between people and the environments they inhabit,
hereby creating a sense of place. Thus, designers can use sonic placemaking “to augment a
site’s spirit of place, thereby affecting new experiences” (Lacey, 2016a: 147). Here, we want
to stress the importance of context, as Lacey’s (2016a; 2016b) framework draws on urban
installations, whereas our soundscape designs are situated in public indoor spaces.
Lacey (2020) describes how sound installations can be considered as a soundscape design
tool, that should be considered as spatial rather than temporal. Thus, sounds should be designed in response to the spatial surroundings (Lacey, 2020: 322). We draw on Lacey’s notion of sound installation as we intend to create a 3D composition that relates to the spatial
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dimensions of the buildings rather than creating a temporal composition. A sound installation can be considered as a sonic rupture with the ability to diversify environments within
which new experiences can unfold (Lacey, 2016b: 1). Whether the sound installation is an
independent piece or, as in our cases, a part of the exhibition space, it should always be considered as an encounter, with whom the listener come in contact with in direct or indirect
ways.
To approach sonic placemaking we highlight Jordan Lacey’s sonic rupture model (Lacey,
2016b: 142-143), in which he proposes five approaches (disclosure, passion, subtraction, addition and transformation) and ten intentions (engage, reveal, de-alienate, evoke, meditate,
quantify, captivate, play, subtract, and appear) which are used to create different kinds of
sonic placemaking. Based on our discussions with the three museums, we follow Lacey’s approach ‘Transformation’ which is described as working with site-specific sounds, in which the
designer transforms these into new sonic experiences. Thus, the placemaking transforms the
environment into newly affective places that challenge the everyday/normal understanding
of the space (Lacey, 2016b: 160). Our intention of the sonic placemaking is ‘Appear’ which is
described as revealing something about a space that was previously hidden, by adding something to the space or accentuating what already exists but was before hidden (Lacey, 2016b:
147).
To situate sonic placemaking within design thinking, we will now introduce the design space
thinking approach, followed by how we applied it throughout the soundscape design process.

3. Design space thinking
To explore the process of sonic placemaking, we apply design space thinking as suggested by
Halskov and Lundqvist (2021), which is based on representing the design space as a conceptual space. A design space can both refer to a physical space within which design activities
take place, but it is more commonly used as a metaphor. The design space metaphor essentially means that we use physical organization, such as; dimension, position, area, as metaphors to construct and organize the elements of design knowledge that together creates the
design space (Halskov, 2021).
In line with Halskov & Lundqvist (2021), we represent the design space as a design space
schema. The design space schema is supported by the Design Space Tool developed by
Halskov, Fischel and Dove (2021), which is based on structuring the design space by systematizing aspects and associated options considered within the design space. Thus, at its core
the Design Space Tool helps the designer to structure and systematize their design space in
terms of the aspects and options that may enable sonic placemaking.
The Design Space Tool consist of three (vertical) levels, which we have exemplified below in
Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Design Space Tool example – a tabular representation; top row: category,
second row: aspect, followed by three design options

In the top we have categories, such as AUDIO SYSTEM. The second row represents design aspects, such as Audio Source and Transmission Channel. Associated with each aspect are two
or more design options that has been or could be considered by the designer. The design options are not mutually exclusive, for example in the category AUDIO SYSTEM under the aspect Audio Source, a case can both include speakers and subwoofer.
With this short introduction of sonic placemaking and our approach to design space thinking,
we now move on to the main part of the paper in which we present and reflect on the design process.

4. Design process
The first phase of our process focused on revealing the buildings’ intangible heritage, to understand the historical building as a space. This was explored in two ways, first through design space analysis (Halskov & Lunqvist, 2021), conducted by the design team, and second,
through historical source analysis, conducted by the museums. Subsequently, the source
analysis was used to develop situations that helped the designers to understand the narrative structure of the exhibition. The narrative structure was then combined with the
knowledge provided by the Design Space Tool to create scenarios, which presented ways of
conveying cultural heritage through sound. In the next phase we used sonic sketching as an
approach to exploring the sonic material, which was experienced by testing on location, in
the historical buildings. From this, a soundscape prototype was developed and tested in our
research laboratory, and redesigned and tested in the historical buildings, before the final
soundscape design was created. The following presentation of, and reflection on, the design
process is organized according to the timeline in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Timeline of design activities

4.1 Activity 1: Analyzing previous sound cases
To create the initial soundscape design space by using the Design Space Tool we followed
Halskov et al. (2021) three-step process to map the initial design space. The first step is to
select design exemplars of cases that uses sound installation as part of their environment.
The next step is to browse the exemplars to identify commonly considered aspects used in
the design of the cases. Lastly, the now constructed design space is explored to see highly as
well as sparsely populated areas of the design space. For the sonic place making project we
identified 36 sound installation cases (step 1), which were analyzed in order to map out the
aspects and options reflected in the cases (step 2). The aspects were organized into main
categories, for instance INTERACTION which focuses on technical aspects such as interactivity and mediation of the installation, and LISTENING which focuses on how listening is tied to
the spatiality of the soundscape design. Figure 6 and Figure 7 show the outcome of the analysis as represented in the design space tool, which was used throughout our design process.
The design space tool can be explored through the CAVI website (CAVI, 2022).

Figure 6.Design Space Tool - Categories: CONTEXT and AUDIO SYSTEM
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Figure 7. Design Space Tool – Categories: INTERACTION, CONTENT and LISTENING

4.2 Activity 2: Analyzing historical sources
The first activity conducted by the museums focused on investigating the places’ past, that
is, how historical figures once inhabited the buildings. The historians gathered and systematized artifacts and historical sources, including letters and journals. With regard to the design
space, this was an exploration of the Context category: Domain and Environment aspects.
The activity consisted of three phases:
1. Gathering and reading through historical sources;
2. Organizing the objects in the historical buildings in Excel sheets, and documenting
which were mentioned in the historical sources;
3. Identifying and rating the physical objects with regard to their sonic significance,
from a cultural-heritage perspective.

4.3 Activity 3: Selecting situations
The third activity built on the analysis of the historical sources and focused on identifying the
sounds of the interactions between historical figures and objects, by describing situations in
which the interactions could have occurred.
The museums were asked to choose 3 to 7 situations that they would like museum guests to
experience. We defined a situation as an event from historical sources that the museums
actively use in the narrative structure of the exhibition, for instance during guided tours and
on information signs. We wished to understand the existing narrative structure, in order to
build on and extend it with the soundscape design.
With regard to the design space, this activity was the first step in exploring the CONTENT
cate-gory (Figure 7) in relation to atmosphere, and whether the soundscape should include
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speech. The situations were described using a questionnaire that included questions regarding their specifics (Table 1 below).
Table 1. Situation questionnaire
In which room(s) is the situation unfolding?
Which historical figures are present?
Which objects are included? How do they sound? Do they have several sounds? Are there other Types
of sounds present (such as nature, environment)?
What is the atmosphere/mood of the setting? Do you have examples from historical sources?
Why is this situation interesting? What does it convey, and how does it support the overall narrative
structure?
With regard to the guests: What is the most important thing to be disseminated to them through this
situation?
Is there a specific object that should be highlighted in this situation?
In which room(s) is the situation unfolding?

4.4 Activity 4: Scenario design
Based on activity “selecting situations”, the design team developed 3 to 4 scenarios for each
museum (Carroll, 1999). To help systematize the scenarios, we developed each based on a
table consisting of a description of the situation from the guests’ perspective, followed by
descriptions of the aspects of the design space that would support the experience. Figure 8
shows two examples of scenarios from the Skanderborg Bunker, and Figure 9 and 10 illustrates which part of the design space the two scenarios explore.

Figure 8. Description of scenario 1 and 2
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Figure 9. Mapping of scenarios in Design Space Tool; red squares (scenario 1) and green squares (scenario 2)

Figure 10. Mapping of scenarios in Design Space Tool; red squares (scenario 1) and green squares
(scenario 2)

The value of the scenarios provided a shared understanding of which technologies could be
used and how they would affect the sonic placemaking. For instance, in scenario 2 (green
squares), choosing ‘headphones’ as Audio Source affects the Spatiality of Listening aspect
which becomes ‘personal’. Furthermore, by choosing ‘mobile device’ as Mediator, this affects the aspect Listening Attention which becomes focused on ‘listening-in-search’ as the
guests have to actively choose to listen to a given story.

4.5 Activity 5: Sonic sketching
In collaboration with the museum staff, we selected the most promising scenarios, and from
these, the scenarios were then explored through sonic sketching.
In working with sound as our design material, there are some central differences in its
sketching qualities compared to tangible and visual material such as sketching using pen and
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paper. Sound is ephemeral as it can only be heard as long as it plays, whereas the visual
sketch is persistent and can be studied as such (Dix & Gongora, 2011). To capture the
ephemeral qualities of the sonic sketch, it must be recorded in order to make it persistent.
While there are differences in how visual and sonic sketches exist in the world, the way designers use them has similarities. Bill Buxton (2010) describes visual sketching as “an aid to
thought” (p. 105) that designers use to externalize ideas. Similarly, Delle Monache et al.
(2019) describes sonic sketching as a reflective act that occurs while representing a sonic
concept. Building on Buxton’s (2010) characterizations, we see sketches (visual as well as
sonic) as having the following characteristics; quickly produced when needed, disposable,
with minimal detail, not existing as isolated and individual renderings, explorative rather
than confirming, and lastly, they are open to different interpretations.
Delle Monache et al. (2015) describes a sonic sketch as a composition of simple sonic elements that illustrates complex sonic concepts, similar to how visual sketch illustrates complex forms through a simple set of shapes. It can be argued that the tools used to create
sonic sketches often require a higher skill-level, as you need basic knowledge of sound editing and recording to illustrate the sonic concept. Nevertheless, we argue that Buxton’s characterization ‘quickly produced when needed’ still applies, as free audio recording and editing
tools are accessible on most mobile devices today.
We decided to create the sonic sketches as linear tracks in Ableton to distinction them from
the finished 3D composition. We created 2 to 3 sonic sketches (2–4 minutes long each) for
each museum, using pre-recorded sounds from online sound libraries, and recordings of
team-members acting out manuscript lines, which were based on material from activity 3:
Selecting situations. Furthermore, we did not spend time on for instance mastering, as this
keeps them open for interpretation and critique from partners.
The sketches were tested on location through a setup of 6 speakers placed throughout each
of the historical buildings. The tests were conducted through listening sessions in which the
museum staff and the design team participated. Each sketch was listened to several times, in
sessions where people were encouraged to move freely around and listen, whereas in other
sessions the whole team gathered to listen to a specific speaker in a room. Finally, we explored guests' current behavior in the buildings by asking the museums to draw their guests’
typical walking patterns on a floor plan, and they also marked zones that could act as “listening zones”, where the guests could stand still and listen.
With regard to the design space, our sonic sketching process focused mainly on the CONTENT category, and how we could realize the atmosphere through the various Types of
Sound choices. Furthermore, the design space aspect Spatiality of Listening was addressed,
to understand how guests may shift between different types of listening behavior in sonic
places. By addressing the Spatiality of Listening aspect, we became aware that the Purpose
aspect, which is either Informative or Atmospheric, is dependent on the aspect Listening Attention; whether a dialogue is perceived as informative or atmospheric depends on if your
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listening attention is active (focuses on the spoken sentences) or passive (hears the dialogue
as part of soundscape without paying attention to its content).

4.6 Activity 6: Sound production
The first step of sound production was the development of manuscripts written in collaboration with the museums, based on the situations and scenarios from activities 3 and 4. The
manuscripts included dialogues, and directions to the sound designer concerning sounds of
important objects and the atmosphere. Furthermore, we included short descriptions of how
the historical figures were moving around, for instance “soldier runs from communication
room to commando room.” Based on the manuscripts and the knowledge gained from experiencing the sonic sketches on location, the sound designer produced the sounds that were
to be part of the final installation. The sound designer referred to this process as creating
sound scenarios. The sound designer uses “scenarios” differently than “design scenarios” as
used by Carrol (1999).
With regard to the design space, this activity mainly addressed Types of Sounds. The sound
scenarios included four main kinds of sounds: 1) recordings of museum artifacts in action,
such as recordings of writing on typewriter, 2) recorded dialogues between voice actors,
based on manuscripts, 3) on-site recordings of the physical space, such as creaking wooden
floors, and 4) foley sound effects. The foley sound effects were mainly used to preserve the
original artifacts. For instance, the team recorded kitchen sounds for one of the museums,
where the sound of a knife on a cutting board was recorded. Then, in post-production, this
recording was mixed with recordings of vegetables being chopped, as we were not allowed
to chop vegetables with the museum artifacts.
Recording on-site was particularly valuable, for instance recordings of authentic footwear on
a building’s wooden floor, as this allowed the sound design to mimic the creaking sounds
(which were already a part of the guest experience when walking around), and use these
sounds to create the illusion of the historical figures walking among the guests.

4.7 Activity 7: Prototyping in laboratory
Based on the sound production, we subsequently addressed all aspects of the design space
through a prototype in our research laboratory. This is the first step in which the installation
becomes tied to spatial surroundings and responding to them, hereby the intention of the
sonic placemaking begin to move forward. The three prototypes were based on the sound
scenarios, that were now incorporated into a 3D model of the building made in Unity. The
sounds are now seen as spatial clusters that are placed in the relevant speakers, and coded
to act in dynamic ways (intervals, randomization, volume, etc.).
The three museums were invited to a test of the prototypes in our laboratory, where the focus was on the listening experience. At this point in time, the museums were asked to give
feedback concerning the overall atmosphere, dialogues, and so on. The setup consisted of
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14 speakers organized in 3D, which were positioned in a large room where each speaker represented a zone or a room in the historical buildings, based on their floor plans, see for instance the floor plan of Buchholtz House in Figure 11 below. As the test was made in one
large room, we could not account for the actual layout of the physical spaces. Hence, the
purpose of the test was to experience the way in which the sound design formed an imaginary sonic space, and understand which sonic placemaking this could possibly prompt.
When listening to the soundscape design in the laboratory and not in the actual buildings,
the scale sometimes sounded off; for example, the footsteps of soldiers moving between
rooms sounded strange, as the measurements between the speakers were not identical with
the measurements of the actual spaces of the historical buildings. Furthermore, we discovered that human movement has strong ties to physical space, making it difficult to listen to
as prototype in the laboratory, whereas dialogue and human–object interaction sounds
were easier to imagine as a sonic space without being present in the actual space.

Figure 11. Buchholtz House: floor plan with marked positions of speakers

4.8 Activity 8: Prototyping on location
Based on the experiences and the insights from prototyping in the laboratory, the next step
was to create a full-scale prototype, in which the sound designer corrected the sound
scenarios used in the prototype in the laboratory, before they were then deployed in the final 3D Unity model.
An important aspect of prototyping on location was the adjustment of the soundscape design in relation to the spatial surroundings of the historical building, which was primarily
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done in two ways. First, by hiding the speakers in the physical space, for instance, one
speaker which plays tunes from a radio was built into the actual radio in the room, whereas
others were hidden among coats, under couches, and so on; secondly, by adjusting the
sound scenarios to the physical space.
The designers attended to the ambiguity of the sonic placemaking by acknowledging that, as
the guests move around in the soundscape, the soundscape cannot sound perfect from all
angles and distances, at all times. One sound scenario included a historical figure walking up
and down a stairway. During the prototyping on location, it became clear that a critical situation occurs when a guest is standing on the stairway while a historical figure is walking up or
down the stairs, as this sounds inauthentic to the guest standing on the stairwell. To fully address this situation would require multiple speakers in the stairwell, with the sole purpose of
giving a guest the experience of a historical figure walking up and down. Instead, the design
team decided to improve on the promising qualities of the stairwell sound scenario, which
was that it contributed to a sense of movement between the two floors, throughout the
building. So, instead of adding more speakers to the stairwell, a transducer that resonates
with the sounds of footsteps were added to the stairwell, to enhance this sound throughout
the building.
Thus, prototyping on location helped us ensure that the sounds were adjusted in response
to the spatial surroundings of the historical buildings (Lacey, 2020). From here, the final installation of the soundscapes has to be implemented. Here, we intend to include a testing
period in which the soundscapes will be monitored by the museums, whereafter desired adjustments (for instance, volume and duration) can be reported and fixed by the design team.

5. Conclusion
This paper has discussed sonic placemaking as part of designing soundscapes to convey
cultural heritage in historical buildings, see video (CAVI, 2022). We have 1) demonstrated
how design space thinking may be used to navigate and systematize the sonic placemaking
process, 2) identified a set of aspects unique to sonic placemaking: Types of Sound, Listening
Attention and Spatiality of Listening.
Conveying cultural heritage through sonic placemaking entails a shift in the way we think of
museum curation and communication. At the beginning of the project, we introduced the
distinction between atmospheric and informative sounds, which we later realized should not
be understood as contrasting purposes but as a spectrum along which different listening behaviors makes us perceive sound as informative or atmospheric depending on, for instance,
our listening attention. Our ears do not have “earlids” (Schafer, 2009), so even if we are not
focusing on sound, or are standing in another room, we can still perceive sound through
“background-listening” (Truax, 2001). Thus, the spectrum of atmospheric and informative
sounds is dependent on the guests' listening behavior, as a conversation between two historical figures may be informative if we listen closely, or atmospheric if we perceive it as
faint voices in another room.
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As part of the aspect Types of Sound we introduced the option ‘Soundscape’ in the beginning of the project, as an option that broadly defined ‘natural’ and non-human sounds, such
as birds chirping, wind and rain, farm animals outside, etc. Thus, we initially followed the traditional definition of soundscape as introduced by Murray R. Schaefer. Beside from the initial analysis of the 36 cases (activity 1) this option seemed arbitrary because it was so broad.
Instead of soundscape being a single option we have since discussed the possibility of introducing a broader range of options by using, for instance, Bernie Krause’s (2008) biophony,
geophony and anthrophony. Furthermore, options such as ‘Talk’ could be divided into
monologue and dialogue.
The aspects Types of Sound, Listening Attention and Spatiality of Listening are interconnected and influence the way we behave and listen in place. For instance, a visitor’s listening
attention can be guided toward a more focused attention by the use of headphones which
brings the sounds close to the ears. Hereby the Spatiality of Listening becomes ‘Privat’ as the
sounds are only heard by the visitor. By choosing speakers as our Audio Source in the installations we thus expand the Spatiality of Listening, now being ‘Semi-public’ or ‘Public’ which
allows visitors to listen together. For instance, they are able to talk while exploring the building, which ultimately will affect their listening attention, and their perception of the soundscape design as being informative or atmospheric.
Creating sonic placemaking through design space thinking offers a way for designers to
explore various aspects of the soundscape design, and how design choices, with respect to
one aspect, may influence another aspect. The Design Space Tool offered a concrete method
to systematize and analyze how different types of sound installations affect the experience
of this on a macro-level, as well as zooming in on specific design options and their influence
on the overall intention of the sonic placemaking. Each of the design options and their effects on the experience of the building can thus be analyzed.
Sonic placemaking, like all design, is an ambiguous task as we cannot ensure that our users
will experience the designed outcome as intended, but by structuring our processes we can
ensure that our intentions are reflected in the final product, as well as start to grasp how different technologies enables different ways of listening to places.
The next steps of the project will be the final installation of the soundscapes in the buildings
followed by evaluations. The evaluations will be based on observations of guests’ behavior in
the buildings, followed by interviews about their experience, for instance whether they remember specific parts of the soundscape, and how they would describe the building’s atmosphere. This would give us some indication of their listening behavior, and whether the
soundscape supports what the museums want to convey to their guests. Furthermore, we
plan doing expert interviews with designers, as well as interviews with the museum staff
about the design outcome and its possible value for their historical buildings.
Acknowledgements: This research has been supported by the Velux Foundation, grant
34238. We would like to thank our museum partners: Struer Museum, Museum Skanderborg, and Open-air Museum Herning. Moreover, we would like to acknowledge our
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